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The Official Action sets forth a number of rejections under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a). Those rejections are as follows: 

1) Claims 1, 3-5, 46-50 and 51 in view of lida (US 6,385,690) and 
Quinn (US 6,449,617). 

2) Claims 6, 17, 20-22, 32, 34, 47, 48, 49, 52-59, 61-65, 67-71, 73-77, 
and 79-82 in view of Otomo (US 2001/0010049) and Quinn (US 6,449,617). 

3) Claims 12, 14-16, 18, 23 and 35-39 in view of Otomo, Quinn, and 
Carley (US 6,701,345). 

4) Claims 19, 24 and 25 in view of Quinn, Otomo and Koyama (US 
5,978,551). 

5) Claims 28-31 and 40-43 in view of Quinn, Otomo, Yokota (US 
6,691,149) and Carley. 

6) Claims 26 and 27 in view of Quinn, Otomo, Yokota and Fukunaga (US 
6,775,023). 

7) Claims 44 and 45 in view of Quinn, Otomo, and Nishigaya (US 
5,696,900). 

8) Claim 8 in view of Otomo, Quinn, and Yokota. 

Each of the above rejections are respectfully traversed for the reasons set 
forth below. 

In the interest of improving the readability of the argument, Applicants' 
representative will group the pending independent claims into two separate groups 
as follows: 

Group I: Claims 1, 6, 8, 32, 49, and 52-57; and 
Group II: Claims 59, 65, 71 and 77. 

Regarding Group I, Applicants' representative will first traverse the rejection 
with respect to claim 1. The remaining independent claims in Group 1, while not 
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identical to Group I, are also patentable for reasons similar to those set forth below 
with regard to claim 1. 



Applicants' invention, as recited by claim 1, includes features which are 
neither disclosed for suggested by the art of record, namely: 

... a plurality of directories at a directory level, each of said directories 
limited to storing files of a respective one of a plurality of file formats, 
and 

a further directory at said directory level, said further directory for 
storing files in other than said plurality of file formats ... 

Thus, claim 1 is reciting a plurality of directories and a further directory 
which are all at the same level within a directory (e.g. tree) structure. Of the 
plurality of directories, each of those directories stores ''a respective one of a 
plurality of file formats. The further directory stores files in formats different than 
the formats stored in the "plurality of directories." 

An exemplary embodiment of the structure is illustrated below: 
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The above illustration shows a plurality of directories which each store files 
of respective formats. Thus, one directory stores files in the .doc format. A second 
directory stores files in the .xls format. A third directory stores files in the .xlm 
format. A further directory is also shown. The further directory stores files and 
formats different than the formats stored in the "plurality of directories." The 
plurality of directories and the further directory are all at the same level within the 
directory structure. 

The Official Action cites a number of references against Applicants' pending 
claims. Applicants' representative has reviewed all those references and none of 
those references even come close to the above structure. For example, lida was 
cited at column 20 and column 16, Neither column discloses the features as 
claimed above. Quinn was cited at column 13 for disclosing a plurality of file 
formats. Applicants' acknowledge that different file formats are known in the art 
and are not trying to claim different file formats. Instead, claim 1 recites a 
directory structure that stores different file formats as described above. This is 
different than the art of record. Otomo, as well, has no disclosure of the above 
features. 

Accordingly, claim 1 is patentable over the art of record. 

Again, the other independent claims of Group I are patentable for reasons 
similar to those set forth above with regard to claim 1. 

The claims which depend from the independent claims of Group I are all 
patentable by virtue of their dependency on allowable independent claims. 

Regarding Group II, Applicants representative will first discuss claim 59. 

Applicants' claim 59 includes a feature which is neither disclosed nor 
suggested by the art of record, namely: 

... a controller operable to form a directory in the carryable memory 
media ... 

wherein ... if a directory formed by an other apparatus is stored in the 
carryable memory media and there is not a directory formed by the 
apparatus in the carryable memory media, the apparatus makes the 
carryable memory media form a new directory which is allowed to 
store an arbitrary file stored in the memory ... 
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Thus, when, for example, a memory card is moved from a first apparatus to a 
second apparatus and the second apparatus stores a file In the memory card, the 
file will be stored in a directory different from any directories created by the first 
apparatus. 

The Official Action has cited Otomo and Quinn against claim 59. Neither 
Otomo nor Quinn, however, discloses the above feature of a second apparatus 
storing data in a directory which is different from directories created by the first 
apparatus. 

The remaining independent claims in Group II, while not identical to claim 
59, are similarly allowable over the art of record for reasons similar to those set 
forth above with regard to claim 59. 

The claims which depend from any of the independent claims in Group II are 
patentable by virtue of their dependency on allowable independent claims. 
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